claim which was successful did indeed relate to an issue of no
direct benefit to the victim of discrimination in this case. Un-
der all the circumstances, I find that Mr. Jacobson is entitled
to compensable time for the period September 1981 - September
1982 of 40 hours and for the period since October 1982 of 15
hours.  I further find that compensable time of 4 hours for para-
legal Pigoten is appropriate.  Hensley, supra.; Gopeland, supra.
at pp. 891-892.

Mr. Jacobson stated that his billing rate was $115 per hour
for work performed during the period September 1981 through Sep-
tember 1982 and $125 per hour for work performed since October
1982.  According to the affidavit, these rates were based upon
"exhaustive surveys of rates charged by law firms in the Los Ange-
les area and are, if anything, somewhat low, given my experience
and expertise."  It is further represented that Ms. Figoten's
billing rate was $60 per hour during the time she worked on this
case.  Ms. Figoten's billing rate "was likewise set after an ex-
haustive survey of rates charged by Los Angeles law firms, and is
likewise no greater than the average rate charged here,"  While
these rates are again challenged by Respondents as based upon
hearsay, they submit no contradictory evidence.  Accordingly, I
find the rates quoted to be reasonable in the community for simi-
lar work.  I also find that the quoted rates accurately reflect
the value of Mr. Jacobson's and Ms. Figoten's time, given their
backgrounds.

The number of hours reasonably expended by Mr. Jacobson dur-
ing the period at issue multiplied by the corresponding hourly
rates results in a lodestar figure of $5225.00.  The number of
hours reasonably expended by Ms. Figoten multiplied by the reason-
able hourly rate result in a lodestar figure for the paralegal of
$240.00.

While the overall attorney fee award in this case is more
than seventeen times the damages awarded the actual victim of
discrimination/ it is well recognized that market value fee
awards in cases such as this take into account the need to assure
that miners with bona fide claims of discrimination are able to
find capable lawyers to represent them.  In addition, the success
in this case represents a vindication of societal interests incor-
porated in the mine safety legislation above and beyond the par-
ticular individual rights vindicated in the case.  Accordingly I
do not find the substantial fee award in this case to be exces-
sive or in the nature of a "windfall".

Order

Under-prior  decisions  rendered  in  this  matter,   the Respon-
dents,   namely Ralph Baker,   Smitty Baker Coal Company,   and P&P
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